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ABSTRACT 
Organizing & Electoral Campaigns (OEC): Assessing the Role of Planned Parenthood Votes 
on Voter Turnout 
Joe Pachella 
Danitra Sherman, MPH 
 
 
This community-based master’s project (CBMP) reports the results of the Planned 
Parenthood Votes’ campaign on voter turnout. The project was developed and implemented in 
collaboration with Planned Parenthood, and was based around the 2016 presidential election 
cycle. Each year, Planned Parenthood plays an advocacy role in the national election process, 
and in 2016 there was a key focus on the presidential race as well as congressional and state 
elections. There were two campaigns underway, independent expenditures and coordinated 
activities, to focus on different aspects of the election. There were also reasons to divide 
resources while being cognizant of legal issues related to funding of political work by a not-for-
profit organization. Pennsylvania, and more specifically the Philadelphia area, is extremely 
important in most large-scale elections due to the political divide of the state. During the 2016 
elections, there was a focus on the four-county area in Southeastern Pennsylvania aimed at 
engaging voter mobilization outreach, and particularly in marginalized communities. The focus 
of this project was based on four primary activities; voter registration, community outreach, 
phone banking and canvassing. The project’s findings suggest that there was a correlation 
	 6 
between counties in Pennsylvania where phone banking and canvassing occurred, but a causal 
link cannot be definitively proven. It should be noted that limitations from this study hindered 
specific like the ability to reach a wider array of populations and communities. Therefore, future 
studies should alter their methodology to provide alternative outcomes. One recommendation for 
future projects of this nature would be more intentional research, planning, and engagement 
designed to broaden the volunteer base, demographically, and thus allow for a wider array of 
concerted outreach to communities of specific interest to the organization.  
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Introduction 
 This project was developed and implemented with Planned Parenthood Southeastern 
Pennsylvania in conjunction with Planned Parenthood Votes, and was based around the 2016 
election cycle. The extent of this project was based on previous work done by the organization, 
and was briefly outlined in a previously developed learning agreement and project proposal. On 
a yearly basis, Planned Parenthood plays a role in electoral processes nationally. This 
involvement can include local elections or large-scale presidential elections. Since 2016 was a 
presidential election year, the major focus of Planned Parenthood Votes’ involvement was on the 
presidential campaign and on state senatorial races.  
 Regarding the role of Planned Parenthood Southeastern Pennsylvania, there was a 
division of staff between the two separate campaigns underway, and independent expenditures 
and coordinated activities, focused on different aspects of the respective elections. This helped 
divide resources while being cognizant of legal issues related to funding for political work 
stemming from a not-for-profit organization such as Planned Parenthood. It is crucially 
important to understand that Planned Parenthood is primarily a 501 c (3) not-for-profit 
organization, and thereby is prohibited by the IRS from engaging in political and legislative 
activities including the fact that “[they] may not participate in any campaigning activity for or 
against political candidates (Scott, 2017).” However, “[they] may engage in certain nonpartisan 
educational and participation activities, such as sponsoring debates and voter registration 
campaigns (Scott, 2017).”  
Planned Parenthood Action Fund and Planned Parenthood Votes are two subdivisions 
that are both considered 501 c (4) organizations. This means that the IRS allows c (4) 
organizations, “to engage in some political and legislative activities. It may lobby for legislation 
	 8 
essential to its social welfare mission. Its political activities cannot be its primary function, 
however, and the organization cannot advocate for or against a specific candidate (Scott, 2017).”	
This simple division determines funding, its use, and has legal ramifications of what type of 
work can actually be done. Different aspects of the work that was advanced fell onto different 
sides of the campaign, which in turn led to bi-partisan approaches at times, and more concerted 
voter outreach in support of specific candidates at other times. This differentiation was explained 
to me before any work on the project could begin. 
Before any real work around this project could be started, a literature review was 
conducted. This review focused on understanding three basic questions including: 1) Do voter 
registration drives increase voter turnout; 2) Does canvassing increase voter turnout; and 3) Does 
phone banking increase voter turnout?  Regarding registration, I examined an article that found 
there was a 4.4% increase in voter registration, followed by 24% of newly registered voters 
actually going out to vote (Nickerson, 2015). This study was conducted during the 2008 election 
cycle, and showed a small increase in turnout, but this did not appear to be significant enough for 
me.  
Regarding canvassing, I examined an article that found an effect on voter turnout in New 
Haven, CT during the 1998 election cycle. This article reported that there was a 2.25% increase 
in voter turnout among those with personal contact via canvassing, as opposed to those in the 
study’s control group (Gerber and Green, 1999). Again, there was an increase reported, but still a 
relatively small increment.   
An additional article identified for the purpose of this community-based master’s project 
focused on a study on phone banking that reported on outcomes among individuals who were 
contacted twice via phone banking.  A total of 13.2% of registered voters in the control group 
	 9 
actually voted as opposed to 17% in the treatment group (Michelson et al., 2009). This was a 
3.8% increase and, again, it was noteworthy to see an increase albeit it was still small. From the 
findings derived from this literature review, I came to the conclusion that this community-based 
master’s project would aim to find what the net effect of an integrated approach to voter outreach 
including registration efforts, canvassing, and phone banking has on actual voter turnout. 
The focus of the work done on this community-based master’s project took place in 
southeastern Pennsylvania and, more specifically, in the local 4-county area. There were four 
main components that will be discussed in detail in this paper. The overall aim of this project 
was to engage more of the local community on work around the campaign season, and to reach 
out to local communities and inform them about the upcoming election and the importance of 
getting out and voting. The initial aim was to reach out specifically to marginalized communities 
but this did change as a result of time constraints and available resources.  
Specific Aims  
  There were four phases integrated into this project, and each of them had their own 
objectives and aims. The first phase of the project was the Health Center Advocacy Program 
(HCAP).  This phase and was devoted to, “educate patients about the political world in which the 
services they are receiving exist” and to, “disseminate information about Planned Parenthood’s 
health services to surrounding communities (Planned Parenthood, 2017).” This part of the project 
was done under the c (3) side of the organization mainly because we were conducting voter 
registration. There were the two main objectives of the HCAP initiative and, for the duration of 
this project, HCAP was utilized for voter registration and to increase overall supporters for the 
organization.  
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 The next phase of this project was devoted to community outreach, with the primary goal 
of engaging with local communities to help spread the word about upcoming activities and to 
recruit volunteers for those activities. A majority of these events were focused on college 
campuses including Temple University and West Chester University. The phase of the study 
varied whether it fell under the c (3) side or c (4) side of the organization. If there was any type 
of voter registration involved, it was strictly done under the c (3) arm of the organization. The 
activities that we sought to gain volunteers for were linked to the other two phases of the project; 
specifically, phone banking and canvassing.  
 Phone banking was used implemented to turn undecided voters into voters for Planned 
Parenthood Votes-endorsed candidates. This time was also used to notify residents of their 
polling locations, and to remind them of the date of the election. Similar to phone banking, 
canvassing was also used to turn undecided voters into voters for Planned Parenthood Votes-
endorsed candidates. Canvassing is simply designed to advance door-to-door contact with 
individuals in a specific catchment area, which included locations in Philadelphia and Chester 
County respectively. Again, the work in both of these phases fell under the c (3) and c (4) arms 
of the organization at different times, depending on the specific phone bank and canvassing 
activities being conducted. All volunteers were briefed ahead of time to make sure there was no 
confusion on what they were doing, and to clarify which arm of the organization was being 
activated.  
 The overall objectives of each component of this study were to educate the communities 
that we were engaging with on the public policies that impact reproductive health, including 
those that could potentially restrict access to services for women and men. At the end of the day, 
all the policies that were up for debate advanced by all the candidates dealt with the 
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communities’ health and, therefore, were most relevant in the context of my community-based 
master’s project. 
Research Design & Methods 
Overview 
 This project included four stages that capitalized on a cluster of volunteers to reach out to 
community members in order to foster their inclination to register to vote, their actual 
registration to vote, follow-through by actually casting a vote on election day, and express 
interest in voting for candidates supported by Planned Parenthood. The first stage of this project 
involved the Health Center Advocacy Program (HCAP), followed by phone banking, canvassing, 
and community outreach. Though these are four separate stages, they did not always take place 
sequentially, but were designed to work simultaneously and congruently as needed.  
Participants 
 The participants of this study were divided into two separate categories, and each of these 
groups was also divided based on the phase of the project underway. The first group of 
participants included those who were aiding in the completion of the study, also known as the 
volunteer base. There was a total of 46 volunteers that aided in all four stages of this project. It is 
important to note that the following statistics about our volunteers and the previous number of 
volunteers given do not include staff from Planned Parenthood Southeastern Pennsylvania 
(PPSP) or from Planned Parenthood Federation of America (PPFA).  
 There were two common age groups that our volunteers tended to fit into: those in their 
mid to late 60’s and those defined as millennials, which Merriam-Webster defines as a person 
born in the 1980s or the 1990s (2017). These volunteers also tended to be predominantly white, 
and predominately female. 
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 The second category of participants was comprised of individuals that each stage of the 
project was aiming to engage with. This can more commonly be referred to as the target 
audience. The first stage was the HCAP initiative primarily focused on work out of the PPSP 
health center. Participants included those entering the health center for their regular visits. Every 
individual that entered the health center during periods including HCAP outreach was 
approached and engaged. There was also a small amount of HCAP outreach done at some 
community events in which there were no specific target audience members. Instead, it was 
assumed that everyone attending an event was a potential person of interest for HCAP outreach. 
  The next stage of the target audience was specific to phone banking efforts. In this stage 
the target audience included residents of Allegheny County, previously identified as undecided 
registered voters. They were identified as matching these criteria through the use of the VAN. In 
addition to the VAN aiding the work of organizations such as Planned Parenthood, the VAN also 
lists all registered voters in the United States. Allegheny County was the focus of our phone 
banking efforts simply to avoid calling individuals that our local volunteers could potentially 
know. Calls are picked by the VAN at random, so there are times when one is unaware of who is 
being reached until the caller at the other end answers the phone. While PPSP was calling 
residents of Allegheny County, affiliates from the Pittsburgh area were simultaneously calling 
Philadelphia County and outlying counties.  
Participants that were the primary focus of the canvassing stage ranged depending on the 
location of the canvassing activities. These individuals were also identified by the VAN system 
based on their geographical location, and whether or not they were already registered to vote. 
The VAN was able to “cut the turf,” meaning it was able to appropriately pick the locations and 
doors that should be knocked on based on the criteria that was selected, and the location that was 
	 13 
selected for the purpose of canvassing. Canvassing was specific to Philadelphia and Chester 
Counties, and the canvassing activates that I was specifically in charge of were located in 
Philadelphia. The residents for our canvassing measures in Philadelphia were in the 19103/19146 
(Rittenhouse area) and 19139 (West Philadelphia right past Drexel University) zip codes.  
The final stage of the project involved the community outreach, which consisted of 
recruiting individuals to aid in the work that would be done for the remainder of the project. 
Those individuals were recruited via Planned Parenthood’s vast network of supports and 
volunteers, whether they were past, current or had previously expressed interest in participating. 
Following was phone banking and canvassing, which relied on the same participants to help, but 
the aim of each phase of this project was also intended to foster interaction with different 
participant populations. This stage of the project was constantly ongoing, and there was never a 
true specific population of interest. Anyone that had attended an outreach event or approached 
the staff to aid in electoral work was considered to have been recruited via community outreach. 
There were specific events in which community outreach was performed. In these cases, there 
were target audiences within the context of the event, but not specifically target audiences of 
Planned Parenthood.   
Study Variable & Methods of Data Collection 
 Each phase of the project utilized different types of data collection. The HCAP phase was 
first and the primary data collection tools included voter registration forms and generic supporter 
forms utilized by Planned Parenthood. The HCAP program seeks to educate patients about the 
political world that the services they are receiving exists in, and to disseminate information about 
Planned Parenthood’s health services to individuals in surrounding communities. Each 
participant was approached and initially asked whether they were registered to vote near their 
	 14 
current residence. If the participant responded negatively, they were then prompted with a 
question regarding whether they were interested in signing up to register to vote right then and 
there. If they responded affirmatively, they were then prompted to sign a supporter card showing 
their support for the organization. If they filled out a support card, they were able to indicate 
whether they would be interested in volunteering. This was one of the ways in which I was able 
to find potential volunteers for the other aspects of this project.  
 For the next phase, community outreach, there were various ways in which data 
collection took place. Luckily, the VAN holds all potential volunteers and current volunteers 
within its program. This information is easily accessible given my credentials to access this 
system. This information can be subsequently exported to an Excel spreadsheet, and contact 
information is then used to recruit individuals to help with phone banking and canvassing. There 
is also the option to bulk email certain individuals that meet predetermined criteria. For this 
project, that criterion was whether or not they were already or showed interest in volunteering in 
the last two years, and if they resided in one of the four counties that were included as part of this 
project (Philadelphia, Bucks, Montgomery, and Delaware). 
 The next phase focused on phone banking that utilized the VAN to extrapolate who was 
to be called. Planned Parenthood provided the information on what data were to be collected for 
each phone bank which included a multitude of questions such as whether or not the phone 
recipient planned on voting in the upcoming election, who they were currently planning on 
voting for, if they knew the location of their voting precinct, and time of the day when they 
planned to vote. The first two questions were used during all the phone banks leading up until the 
day before and the actual Election Day, which subsequently utilized the latter two questions. The 
VAN populated random phone numbers of registered voters in Allegheny County, but not 
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necessarily Planned Parenthood supporters. This aspect of the project was the only part not 
specific to the four county areas of Southeastern Pennsylvania. The VAN stored all information 
from each volunteer making the calls. 
 The last phase of this project consisted of canvassing. Much like the other phases, the 
VAN provided much of the information needed to generate this project’s findings. With the turf 
that needed to be covered, each door that was designated to be knocked on had its own list of 
questions that needed to be asked. Those questions were almost identical to the phone banking 
questions. The first was whether or not the person listed on the tablet was planning on voting, 
and if they knew where their voting location was. All this information could be saved with a 
simple click and synced together with every other volunteer out canvassing as well. This was to 
ensure there was no overlap of houses being knocked on (at least for Planned Parenthood Votes). 
Theoretical Framework 
 To fully understand the work that this project was aiming to partake in, it was important 
to understand how individuals’ behaviors could potentially be influenced by their surroundings. 
This is explained and exemplified by the Social Ecological Model (Figure 1), the theoretical 
framework selected for the purpose of this study. The basis of this model is the interaction 
between people and their environments, and the culmination of each level of these forces helps to 
influence and explain individuals’ behaviors (McLeroy et al., 1988).  
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Figure 1: The Social Ecological Model 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 depicted above, shows the Social Ecological Model with the five layers of 
environments that influence behaviors, including individual, interpersonal, organizational, 
community and public policy. My original thought process regarding this model was that 
Planned Parenthood as a whole influences these five layers with multiple different projects, but 
not specifically this project. After completion of this project, it was visible that this project does 
touch on each layer of the model at some point. Since it is hard to determine the causal effect of 
the work I completed, this model helps understand that there are many factors that can contribute 
to someone’s behavior (i.e., likelihood to vote once they are registered).  
Within the context of this project, there are components of the model that are more 
underscored, but each layer has been acknowledged in the tasks completed as part of this project. 
The individual layer takes the obvious interaction between what happens internally that can help 
change behaviors. Individual level characteristics that can contribute to certain behaviors may 
include attitudes, skills, knowledge, and self-concept (American College Health Association, 
2016). This can include characteristics such as gender, race, orientation, age, financial status, and 
health literacy (American College Health Association, 2016). We were able to discern through 
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HCAP activities that individuals with higher educational levels are more likely to vote, and that 
financial situation can also contribute to this. 
The second layer of the Social Ecological Model involves interpersonal interactions such 
as social networks, family, friends, and friendship networks (American College Health 
Association, 2016). Some of these social networks can encompass roommates, athletic 
interactions, recreation, work friends, supervisors, and co-volunteers (American College Health 
Association, 2016). During this project our volunteer audience was influenced by their 
interactions with each other while the target audiences are influenced in many different ways on 
this level. Specifically, some of the activities linked with community outreach dealt with people 
and their friends, family, religious family, and other social groups. 
The next layer of the Social Ecological Model is the organizational level that includes 
“Social institutions with organizational characteristics and formal (and informal) rules and 
regulations for operations (American College Health Association, 2016).” During this project 
this level was utilized quite often when community outreach was conducted at colleges or 
universities, as well as when HCAP work was done there.  
The fourth layer of the Social Ecological Model is the community level that is based on 
“relationships among organizations, institutions, and informational networks within define 
boundaries (American College Health Association, 2016).” This can include the built 
environment, local businesses, parks, on/off campus housing, and neighborhood associations 
(American College Health Association, 2016). Again, it can be seen that for this project campus 
life has an effect on this layer both in the HCAP work that was done and in community outreach.  
The final layer of the Social Ecological Model is the public policy level that examines 
policies that influence life including federal, state or local levels (American College Health 
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Association, 2016). These types of policies can range from reproductive health to women’s 
health, which are two types of policies. These served as a means of educating those making calls 
as part of phone banking, and those on the receiving end of those phone calls. 
Data Analysis 
 The amount of data collected from the four activities of this study was quite large but was 
luckily saved in the VAN to allow for easy extrapolations when it came to presenting the 
findings. All data collected during this project was quantitative, dealing specifically with 
numbers that can easily be converted mathematically to provide us with our findings. There was 
no statistical package that was used for this study because of the simple nature of the numbers 
acquired. The only participant/volunteer that looked at all of this data for the specifics of this 
study was myself, though all information was given to my preceptor prior to presentation of the 
findings.  
Results 
HCAP 
  The results for the HCAP initiative are pretty straightforward. There were a total of 14 
individuals that registered to vote via our HCAP initiative outreach. Planned Parenthood did not 
provide a specific goal for registering voters; however, my own specific goal for this project was 
to register 10 voters with the limited amount of time I had participating in this phase of the 
project. Another requirement of the HCAP initiative was to increase Planned Parenthood’s 
supporter base. Though it was not specific to this study, the increase in supports can be seen as 
useful for events that happened after the electoral work was completed. Between June 1- 
November 8, 2016, I was able to register 221 new supports bringing the total supporters for 
Planned Parenthood recruited via PPSP’s HCAP initiative to 7,350. 
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Phone Banking  
 Each phone bank had specific goals for how many participants and for how many 
individuals we were aiming to reach. The term used for participants was ‘shifts,’ and the term 
used for individuals reached was ‘attempts.’ In Table 1, shown below, it can be seen that there 
was a total of 16 phone banks. I was able to gather completed information from 14 of them. Two 
phone banks were missing data due to unknown circumstances. Therefore, this data are not 
included in the final percentages. The yellow boxes presented in Table 1 represent more than 
100%, which means the goal was met for specific dates and criteria. Red representations 
correlated with fewer than 100% met, and not achieving the goal for specific dates and criteria. 
As can be seen, the goal total for the 14 phone banks was 4,531 calls, and 5,858 calls were 
completed, which is obviously well over 100%.  
Table 1: Phone Banking Results 
 
Date Attendees 
(Goal) 
Attendees 
(Actual) 
% Calls 
(Goal) 
Calls 
(Actual) 
% 
10/5/16 6 7 116.6 300 456 152 
10/12/16 6 5 83.3 300 428 142.6 
10/13/16 10 11 110 600 612 102 
10/17/16 6 4 66.6 330 254 76.9 
10/18/16 6 7 116.6 330 526 159.3 
10/19/16 6 7 116.6 330 479 145.1 
10/20/16 5 4 80 330 280 93.3 
10/24/16 6 4 66.6 300 256 77.5 
10/26/16 6 8 133.3 330 540 163.6 
10/27/16 5 4 80 330 207 69 
10/29/16 1 3 300 300 263 26300 
10/31/16 6 8 133.3 330 480 145.4 
11/2/16 6 10 166.6 330 579 175.5 
11/3/16 10 7 70 600 n/a n/a 
11/7/16 6 7 116.6 420 498 118.5 
11/8/16 5 5 100 400 n/a n/a 
 % Goals Met 62.5 % Goals Met 71.4 
  Total Calls 4531 5858 129.2 
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 The next step was to determine if phone banking could have made any difference on 
voter turnout. To do that, we examined Allegheny County voting results that I was able to gather 
from Politico, which can be seen in Table 2, shown below. The information I found provided 
percentages and the actual number of votes each candidate received in the 2012 and the 2016 
elections respectively. We cannot draw specific conclusions and causations from this data, but 
we can note that there was an uptick in voters from 614,671 in 2012 to 641,380 in 2016 (Politico, 
2012 and 2016). 
 
Table 2: Allegheny County Voting Results (Politico, 2012 & 2016) 
 
 
2012 Election 2016 Election 
Obama 56.6% 348,151 Clinton 56.4% 363,017 
Romney 42.2% 259,304 Trump 40.0% 257,488 
Johnson 0.8% 5,098 Johnson 2.5% 15,854 
Stein 0.3% 2,118 Stein 0.8% 5,021 
Total Votes 614,671 Total Votes 641,380 
 
 
Canvassing 
Similarly to phone banking, each canvassing event had specific goals that were to be met. 
The terms used in Table 3, shown below, are the same as the terms noted regarding phone 
banking. There were a total of five canvassing events held, four with completed data. Again, 
yellow represents more than 100%, which means the goal was met for a specific date and 
criteria, and red represents less than 100%, and thus not making the goal for a specific date and 
criteria. No red marking are noted in Table 3, which means we were able to make all of our goals 
for each canvass. Our goal was to knock on a total of 3,420 doors, and we surpassed that by 
knocking on 5,051 doors, well over 100%.  
	 21 
Table 3: Canvassing Results 
 
Date Attendees 
(Goal) 
Attendees 
(Actual) 
% Knocks 
(Goal) 
Knocks 
(Actual) 
% 
10/29/16 35 42 120 1100 1199 109 
11/5/16 20 26 130 760 1081 142.2 
11/6/16 20 31 155 800 2000 250 
11/7/16 20 20 100 760 771 101.4 
11/8/16 20 20 100 800 n/a n/a 
 % Goals Met 100 % Goals Met 100 
  Total Knocks 3420 5051 147.6 
 
 
Again, I wanted to determine if our results might be correlated to actual voter turnout. As 
with phone banking, it was important to examine voting results from 2012 and 2016 in both of 
the counties that we conduced canvassing (Philadelphia and Chester). I again used Politico to 
find this information, which is presented in tables 4 and 5 respectively. In Philadelphia County 
there were 653,598 voters in 2012 vs. 679,198 voters in 2016 (Politico, 2012 and 2016). In 
Chester County there were 248,395 voters in 2012 vs. 265,819 voters in 2016 (Politico, 2012 and 
2016). Again, we cannot conclude these results are directly related to the work completed, but it 
is key to note there was an increase in voter turnout in each county between 2012-2016.  
 
 
Table 4: Philadelphia County Voting Results (Politico, 2012 & 2016) 
 
2012 Election 2016 Election 
Obama 85.2% 557,024 Clinton 82.4% 560,542 
Romney 14.1% 91,840 Trump 15.5% 105,418 
Johnson 0.4% 2,721 Johnson 1.0% 6,786 
Stein 0.3% 2,013 Stein 0.9% 6,452 
Total Votes 653,598 Total Votes 679,198 
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Table 5: Chester County Voting Results (Politico, 2012 & 2016) 
 
2012 Election 2016 Election 
Romney 49.7% 123,280 Clinton 52.6% 140,188 
Obama 49.2% 122,332 Trump 43.3% 115,582 
Johnson 0.8% 2,058 Johnson 2.9% 7,818 
Stein 0.3% 725 Stein 0.8% 2,231 
Total Votes 248,395 Total Votes 265,819 
 
Discussion 
 There were many important findings from this project, perhaps the most important being 
the increase in voter turnout reported in Allegheny, Chester and Philadelphia Counties. Again, 
the aims of this project were to increase voter turnout to help win the election for the Planned 
Parenthood supportive candidates. Though the Planned Parenthood supportive candidates did not 
win the election on the state or federal level, they did win the highest number of votes in the 
three specific counties that this study incorporated. 
Comparison of Findings 
 There is no huge discrepancy of findings because the specifics of the project were only 
available to Planned Parenthood employees. All other organizations doing similar work may 
have their own findings but because of the nature of the project, any discrepancies would have to 
be internal.  
Strengths & Limitations 
 This project had many strengths and limitations that should be examined to understand 
why certain things happened the way that they did. It is important for these issues, whether good 
or bad, to be examined by the organization to make adjustments for future work in this field. 
What could be done again to garner the same results, or what should be changed to ensure better 
results? 
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 There were a few key strengths to the work that I was privileged to be a part of in 
collaboration with Planned Parenthood during this election cycle. The first is the amount of 
previous work completed around campaigning that allowed me to focus more on the actual 
activities than the planning. The second is the availability of resources at my disposal. This 
includes monetary access, and the equipment needed for all stages of the election cycle 
(including: space to conduct the phone banking, multiple lap top computers to use for phone 
banking, tablets to use for canvassing and for voter registration, and random extra materials like 
pens, shirts and paper). The last strength worth noting is the availability of volunteers that are 
already familiar with the work that Planned Parenthood is devoted to, because they have shown 
interest in the organization or they have already volunteered in some capacity. The availability of 
volunteers was crucial in the overall implementation of the project and aided in reaching our 
goals and aims.  
Limitations can and should be discussed with every project and this one is no different. 
The first was that volunteers did not always demographically match the community members we 
sought to engage with. From my studies around intersectionality and from what I learned during 
my time with Planned Parenthood, it is important to match the volunteer base with that of the 
community you are interacting with. As previously stated in this paper, our volunteer base was 
primarily white, college-educated women with higher socioeconomic status, while the 
communities we were canvassing were comprised of men and women of color without college 
educations and with lower socioeconomic status. In addition to this limitation, I found one other 
issue and it was in regards to canvassing. This limitation was that canvassed communities could 
have been more in line with projected voting habits. Young to middle aged educated white 
female voters were a demographic cluster that we assumed was on our side, and, therefore, they 
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did not receive our focus. Another study may examine this limitation to determine if there is any 
significance to Planned Parenthood supportive candidates not winning an election. 
Conclusion & Recommendations 
 Organizing, electoral and campaigning work was not something that I ever envisioned 
myself doing. I have always had just a small interest in the political world, but always felt that I 
was too small of a cog in the process to ever really make a difference. Not only has my mindset 
changed, but also I am now able to recognize the importance of large and small organizations in 
regards to the campaigning work that they conduct.  
There are some recommendations for future research on this topic for Planned 
Parenthood. These recommendations are based on the previous limitations. There should be more 
initial outreach and engagement done that would allow the organization to broaden the volunteer 
base, demographically. This could be for canvassing, HCAP, and for community outreach 
events. Also, more research could have been done to determine optimal targeted outreach efforts. 
We focused a lot of time on communities in Philadelphia, which we knew was going to support 
Planned Parenthood Supportive candidates. Instead, we could have focused more on the three 
other counties that PPSP covers (Montgomery, Chester and Delaware). Another recommendation 
worth noting not mentioned in the limitations section was that the organization could have had a 
plan B for what to do if voting habits seemed to go against what we assumed (based on pre-
election day voter outreach). This happened during this election and the organization, as well as 
many others, had to quickly redirect their efforts, which they were not expecting to have to do. 
These few limitations could have a large impact on future work and should be considered with 
upcoming electoral work that the organization will be partaking in.  
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